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Remarks : 

The amendments do not introduce new matter. 
In the Specification- 



Aat the radmacuve source is background radiation. When that probability is ESESh, 
bT± n T ^ t ^ SOUrCe is n <* background, that is, it's a hi t (fZce Ser 
Sf^fT? " a ^ 7116 iDvention can 3180 * ex P«**ed equivalent^ aTa m>babmtv 
hat the radiation source is a hit. In this case, whence probability* ^^ufficLZ Wgh 
the source is a hit Thus, the invention can be thought of as eitheT checldnrXeSe 
former probability is calculated to be low or the latter probability cSed toSSd? 

f^ft"? Ch u Se t0 CXpIain Ae preferred «nbodiment in terms of cakuTating a 
probability that the source is background and the algebra in the specification s^isented 
TJS ^V 6 ^ 3 " em>r Ctept int ° *■ descri P«ve language (where iXtX 
amendments 1 -7) that is inconsistent with this algebra because it describes the invention 

^11 w^lT^ 1 " ^ nn i° f u e - Pr0bability ** ** «°™ is a hit doners of Zy 
skill would recognize the obvious errors presented in amendments l-7andtheir 
correction because each probability is inherently related to the other: the first probability 
is always equal to one minus the second. Therefore, the amendments make the wording 
of the wrrtten description in that part of the specification consistent with algebraic 
presentation of the preferred embodiment. 

With regard to the supplemental paragraph, the supplemental paragraph clarifies 
anguage m the disclosure where in some places it discusses a probability of a source and 
that value being above a threshold while in others describes aprobability of background 

^ , U L mg ^ l0W a threshold - These ^ inherently related. It is an inherent 
property of the invention that if the probability of a count being background is X the 
probability that it is a hit is 1 -X. Therefore, by algebraic proofif one^ecks whether X is 

Z^l^^ 18 iDherentIy Same 35 checkil * Aether 1-X is greater man 
I - Areshold. This inherent property arises from the fact that there are only two possible 
states: either the count came from background or it came from a radioactive source It is 

mSTSSi ^SiSP?"™ 1 tC \ CXpreSSIy «"* ** ^ *» inherent in the disclosure as 
filed. ^EP2163.07(a)statesmat»bydisclosing...adevicethatinherently... hasa 
property ... a patent application necessarily discloses that function ... even though it 
says nothing exphcit about it" "The express description of the inherent property since 
not "new matter', could be added to the specification with effect as of the^rigS fflW 
date In re Reynolds , 58 C.C.P.A. 1287, 443 F.2d 384, 170 U.S.P.Q. (BNA)94 (CCPA 
\VyA^i- 0 ^^J mC0rV - V Peac "tree Doors Tnr 44 F. 3d. 988, 33 U.S.P.Q 
C 1987)' Kennecott v. Kyocera 835 F.2d 1419, 5 U.S.P.Q.2D 1194 (Fed 
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probahilfty of the courts beta fXmt!? "tuning counts rather than the calculated 

that "only sources jive counts sto!uIl^^,h 5T T <»™?™Snph ft states 
language is presented on Page ^Linel 3. <"«<=«ors.- Similar deseriptive 

disclosure. innerency and the additional paragraph clarifies the 



In the Claims- 



the rTS^o^cS^T 1 « 6 Cta * " has «»*>«<' » 

Lines 1 8-23, and therefore is entitled to claim as such 

inherent y ... has aproperty .... apatent application necessarily discloseTthatXictinn 

G^vTSE™^ m t6nnS ° f ^ Probability that * e ««* « fi^m background 
mherently discloses the same invention but in terms of the probability that the^e is a 

Additional ^support for the new claims can be found on Page 5, Line 14 where the 
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